UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-2265

LORENZO W CQATS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

DANI EL P. KIEHART, M CHAEL P. SHEETZ; DUKE
UNI VERSI TY, | ncorporated; ROBERT W NFREE,

Def endants - Appell ees.

No. 95-2723

LORENZO W COATS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

DANI EL P. KIEHART; M CHAEL P. SHEETZ; DUKE
UNI VERSI TY, I ncorporated; ROBERT W NFREE,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the Mddle Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at Durham Janmes A Beaty, Jr., District
Judge. (CA-94-292-CV-1, CA-94-293-CV-1, CA-94-294-CV-1, CA-94-295-
CVv-1)




Subm tt ed: March 5, 1996 Deci ded: March 19, 1996

Before ERVIN and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges, and CHAPMAN, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

No. 95-2265 affirmed in part and di sm ssed in part and No. 95-2723
di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Lorenzo W Coats, Appellant Pro Se. John Mrgan Sinpson, Sally
Patricia Paxton, FULBRIGHT & JAWORSKI, Washington, D.C., for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

In No. 95-2265 Appellant appeals the district court's deci-
sions conpel ling arbitration and denyi ng a prelimnary injunction.
In No. 95-2723, Appellant appeals the district court's order re-
fusing to stay arbitration pendi ng appeal. W di sm ss t he appeal of
the district court's decisionconpellingarbitrationinNo. 95-2265
for lack of jurisdiction because the order is not appeal able. This
court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U S. C
§ 1291 (1988), and certain interlocutory and coll ateral orders, 28

US C 8§ 1292 (1988); Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial

| ndus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949). The order here appealed is

nei ther a final order nor an appeal abl e interl ocutory or coll ateral

order. See Hunphrey v. Prudential Sec. Inc., 4 F.3d 313, 137 (4th

Cir. 1993). Further, we have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinion denying the notionfor aprelimnary injunction and
find noreversible error. Accordingly, we affirmthe deni al of that

notion on the reasoning of the district court. Coats v. Kiehart,

Nos. CA-94-292-CV-1, CA-94-293-CV-1, CA-94-294-CV-1, CA-94-295-Cv-1
(MD. N.C. May 30, 1995).

Finally, in No. 95-2723, we dism ss the appeal of the district
court's decision denying a stay of arbitration pending appeal as
noot. Although we grant Appellee's request to strike the Appel-
lant's affidavit filedin this court, we deny Appellee's notionto
strike Appellant's informal reply brief. W dispense with oral

argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
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presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

No. 95-2265 - DI SM SSED | N PART, AFFIRMED | N PART

No. 95-2723 - DI SM SSED



